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1 . This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on October 16, 2008. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7-13, 15-20, 22 and 29-33 are presented for examination and claims 6, 14, 
21, 23-28 and 34 are cancelled. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

4. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8, 29-31 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gunlock, U.S. Patent 6,606,630 (hereinafter Gunlock) in view of Blumenau et 
al, U.S. Patent 6,931,440 (hereinafter Blumenau), and further in view of Blumenau et al, U.S. 
Patent 6,839,747 (hereinafter Blumenau, 6,839,747). 

5. Gunlock and Blumenau were cited in the previous office action. 

6. As per claim 1, Gunlock taught the invention substantially as claimed comprising: 
a high speed network interconnect (col. 6, lines 17-26; fig. 1) ; 

multiple target devices coupled to the high speed network interconnect, wherein each 
target device has a unique hardware address (fig. 1; col. 6, lines 17-26; col. 8, lines 13- 
25); 
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multiple host devices, wherein each host device comprises a host bus adapter operable to 
perform a port login with a target device (col. 4, lines 58-63; col. 6, lines 32-48; col. 8, 
lines 25-27); and 

a unique hardware address table stored in a memory location accessible by each host bus 
adapter (col. 6, lines 40-43), wherein the unique hardware address table stores the unique 
hardware address of every target device that each respective host is to access (col. 9, lines 
54-62; col. 8, lines 13-27, 38-47). 

7. Gunlock did not teach not attempting to perform a port login with a target device unless 
the unique hardware address of that target device is present on the unique hardware address 
table. Blumenau taught a similar system wherein a centralized unique hardware address table 
separate from each host bus adapter (col. 16, lines 3-14) and wherein a unique hardware address 
of a target device must be present in a unique hardware address table to perform a port login with 
the target device (col. 16, lines 3-14) (i.e., a device cannot attempt to perform a port login unless 
the device obtain the unique hardware address (e.g., port's ID) of a target device from a 
directory. Therefore, the unique hardware address of the target device must be present in the 
directory.). 

8. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock and Blumenau because Blumenau's teaching of a 
unique hardware address must be present in order to perform port login would increase the 
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reliability in Gunlock's system by allowing a component of the computer system (e.g., host bus 
adapter) to access to the correct target device (e.g., logical volume) (col. 12, lines 25-31). 

9. Gunlock and Blumenau did not teach the unique hardware address table stores the unique 
hardware address of authorized target devices. Blumenau (6,839,747) taught a centralized 
unique hardware address table (col. 5, lines 37-43; col. 8, lines 14-16), wherein the unique 
hardware address table stores the unique hardware address of every target device that each 
respective host is authorized to access (col. 9, lines 17-19, 45-62). 

10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) because 
Blumenau's (6,839,747) teaching of storing the unique hardware address of every target device 
that each respective host is authorized to access would increase the security of Gunlock's and 
Blumenau's systems by preventing a host device from accessing target device without 
authorization. 

11. As per claim 2, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 1 above. Gunlock further taught wherein the unique hardware 
address is a port name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 
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12. As per claim 3, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claims 1 above. Gunlock further taught wherein the unique hardware 
address is a node name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

13. As per claim 5, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 1 above. Gunlock further taught wherein at least one target 
device is a storage device (col. 6, lines 17-24; col. 7, lines 19-20). 

14. As per claims 7 and 8, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the 
invention substantially as claimed in claim 1 above. Gunlock further taught wherein the high 
speed network interconnect is a high speed optical network interconnect (col. 6, lines 17-21). 

15. As per claim 29, Gunlock taught the invention substantially as claimed comprising: 
a memory ( col. 6, lines 40-43); 

a unique hardware address table stored in a memory and accessible by the host bus 
adapter(col. 6, lines 40-43), operable to contain one or more unique hardware address 
corresponding to one or more target device with which the host bus adapter is to 
access(col. 9, lines 54-62; col. 8, lines 13-27). 

16. Gunlock did not specifically teach attempting to perform a port login. Blumenau taught a 
similar system wherein a centralized unique hardware address table separate from each host bus 
adapter (col. 16, lines 3-14) and wherein a unique hardware address of a target device must be 
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present to perform a port login with the target device (col. 16, lines 3-14) (i.e., a device cannot 
attempt to perform a port login unless the device obtain the unique hardware address (e.g., port's 
ID) of a target device from a directory. Therefore, the unique hardware address of the target 
device must be present in the directory.). 

17. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock and Blumenau because Blumenau's teaching of a 
unique hardware address must be present in order to perform port login would increase the 
reliability in Gunlock's system by allowing a component of the computer system (e.g., host bus 
adapter) to access to the correct target device (e.g., logical volume) (col. 12, lines 25-31). 

18. Gunlock and Blumenau did not teach the unique hardware address table stores the unique 
hardware address of authorized target devices. Blumenau (6,839,747) taught a centralized 
unique hardware address access table (col. 5, lines 37-43; col. 8, lines 14-16), operable to contain 
one or more unique hardware addresses corresponding to one or more target devices with which 
the host bus adapter is authorized to access (col. 9, lines 17-19, 45-62). 

19. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) because 
Blumenau's (6,839,747) teaching of storing unique hardware address corresponding to one or 
more target devices with which the host bus adapter is authorized to access would increase the 



Application/Control Number: 09/770,571 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2452 

security of Gunlock's and Blumenau's systems by preventing a host device from accessing target 
device without authorization. 

20. As per claim 30, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 29 above. Gunlock further taught wherein the unique hardware 
address is a port name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

21. As per claim 3 1 , Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 29 above. Gunlock further taught wherein the unique hardware 
address is a node name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

22. As per claim 33, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 29 above. Gunlock further taught wherein the target device is a 
storage device (col. 6, lines 17-24; col. 7, lines 19-20). 

23. Claims 16-20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gunlock, Blumenau (6,931,440) and Blumenau et al, U.S. Patent 6,665,714 (hereinafter 
Blumenau et al, 6,665,714) in view of Blumenau (6,839,747). 



24. 



Blumenau et al, U.S. Patent 6,665,714 was cited in the last office action. 
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25. As per claim 16, Gunlock taught the invention substantially as claimed for managing a 
port login performed by a host bus adapter for a host that is communicatively coupled to a fabric, 
wherein one or more target devices, each having a unique hardware address, are coupled to the 
fabric (fig. 1, lines 17-26; col. 8, lines 13-25); comprising the steps of: 

storing the unique hardware address of selected target devices to a unique hardware 
address access table (col. 9, lines 37-40, 54-62). 

26. Gunlock did not teach not attempting to perform a port login with a target device unless 
the unique hardware address of that target device is present on the unique hardware address 
table. Blumenau taught a similar system comprising the step of: storing the unique hardware 
address of selected target devise to a centralized unique hardware address access table (col. 16, 
lines 3-28) wherein a unique hardware address of a target device must be present in a unique 
hardware address table to perform a port login with the target device (col. 16, lines 3-14) (i.e., a 
device cannot attempt to perform a port login unless the device obtain the unique hardware 
address (e.g., port's ID) of a target device from a directory. Therefore, the unique hardware 
address of the target device must be present in the directory.). 

27. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock and Blumenau because Blumenau's teaching of a 
unique hardware address must be present in order to perform port login would increase the 
reliability in Gunlock's system by allowing a component of the computer system (e.g., host bus 
adapter) to access to the correct target device (e.g., logical volume) (col. 12, lines 25-31). 
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28. Gunlock and Blumenau did not teach querying for available target devices. Blumenau et 
al (6,665,714) taught from the host bus adapter, querying the fabric for available target devices; 
receiving at the host bus adapter an identification of available target devices (col. 6, lines 62-col. 
7, line 12; col. 8, lines 35-36; col. 21, lines 67-col. 22, lines 14); and selecting target devices that 
may be accessed by the host from the identification of available target devices (col. 22, lines 14- 
20). 

29. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau et al (6,665,714) 
because Blumenau et al's (6,665,714) method of querying the fabric for available target devices 
would increase the efficiency of Gunlock's and Blumenau's systems by avoiding login attempt 
to unavailable target devices by the host. 

30. Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau et al (6,665,714) did not explicitly teach target 
devices which the host bus adapter is authorized to access. Blumenau (6,839,747) taught unique 
hardware address of every target device that each respective host is authorized to access (col. 9, 
lines 17-19, 45-62). 

31. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and 
Blumenau (6,839,747) because Blumenau's (6,839,747) teaching of storing the unique hardware 
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address of every target device that each respective host is authorized to access would increase the 
security of Gunlock's, Blumenau's and Blumenau et al (6,665,714) systems by preventing a host 
device from accessing target device without authorization. 

32. As per claim 17, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and Blumenau 
(6,839,747) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 16 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the unique hardware address is a port name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

33. As per claim 18, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and Blumenau 
(6,839,747) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 16 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the unique hardware address is a node name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

34. As per claim 19, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and Blumenau 
(6,839,747) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 16 above. Blumenau et al 
(6,665,714) further taught wherein the unique hardware address is a World-Wide Name (col. 6, 
lines 65-67; col. 22, lines 4-1 1). 

35. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and 
Blumenau (6,839,747) because Blumenau et al's (6,665,714) teaching of World-Wide Name 
would enhance their systems by providing a unique identification for identifying each storage 
device (col. 22, lines 7-1 1). 
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36. As per claim 20, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and Blumenau 
(6,839,747) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 16 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the target device is a storage device (col. 6, lines 17-24; col. 7, lines 19-20). 

37. As per claim 22, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau et al (6,665,714) and Blumenau 
(6,839,747) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 16 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the high speed network interconnect is a high speed optical network interconnect 
(col. 6, lines 17-21). 

38. Claims 4, 9-13, 15 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) in view of Blumenau et al, U.S. Patent 6,665,714 
(hereinafter Blumenau et al, 6,665,714). 

39. As per claims 4 and 32, Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) taught the 
invention substantially as claimed in claims 1 and 29 above. Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau 
(6,839,747) did not explicitly teach the unique hardware address is a World-Wide Name. 
Blumenau et al, 6,665,714, taught wherein the unique hardware address is a World-Wide Name 
(col. 6, lines 65-67; col. 22, lines 4-11). 

40. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and 
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Blumenau et al (6,665,714) because Blumenau et al's (6,665,714) teaching of World-Wide Name 
would enhance Gunlock's, Blumenau's and Blumenau's (6,839,747) systems by providing a 
unique identification for identifying each storage device (col. 22, lines 7-11). 

41 . As per claim 9, Gunlock taught the invention substantially as claimed for managing the 
port login performed by a host bus adapter for a host that is communicatively coupled to a fabric, 
wherein one or more target devices, each having a unique hardware address, are coupled to the 
fabric (fig. 1, lines 17-26; col. 8, lines 13-25) comprising: 

determining whether the unique hardware address of an available target device is present 
on a unique hardware address table stored in a memory location accessible by the host bus 
adapter, wherein the unique hardware address table contains the unique hardware addresses of 
each target device that the host is to access (col. 8, lines 13-27; col. 6, lines 37-42). 

42. Gunlock did not teach performing a port login with target device whose unique hardware 
address is present. Blumenau taught a similar system wherein a centralized unique hardware 
address table separate from each host bus adapter (col. 16, lines 3-14), wherein the unique 
hardware address table stores unique hardware address of a target device must be present to 
perform a port login with the target device (col. 16, lines 3-14) (i.e., a device cannot attempt to 
perform a port login unless the device obtain the unique hardware address (e.g., port's ID) of a 
target device from a directory. Therefore, the unique hardware address of the target device must 
be present in the directory.), and performing a port login with each target device whose unique 
hardware address is present on the unique hardware address table (col. 16, lines 3-15). 
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43. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock and Blumenau because Blumenau's teaching of a 
unique hardware address must be present in order to perform port login would increase the 
reliability in Gunlock's system by allowing a component of the computer system (e.g., host bus 
adapter) to access to the correct target device (e.g., logical volume) (col. 12, lines 25-31). 

44. Gunlock and Blumenau did not teach the unique hardware address table stores the unique 
hardware address of authorized target devices. Blumenau (6,839,747) taught a centralized 
unique hardware address access table (col. 5, lines 37-43; col. 8, lines 14-16), contains the 
unique hardware addresses of each target device that the host is authorized to access (col. 9, lines 
17-19, 45-62). 

45. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) because 
Blumenau's (6,839,747) teaching of storing unique hardware address corresponding to one or 
more target devices with which the host bus adapter is authorized to access would increase the 
security of Gunlock's and Blumenau's systems by preventing a host device from accessing target 
device without authorization. 

46. Gunlock, Blumenau and Blumenau (6,839,747) did not teach querying for available 
target devices. Blumenau et al, 6,665,714, taught from the host bus adapter, querying the fabric 
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for available target devices and receiving at the host bus adapter an identification of available 
target devices (col. 6, lines 62-col. 7, line 12; col. 8, lines 35-36; col. 21, lines 67-col. 22, lines 
14). 

47. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and 
Blumenau et al, 6,665,714 because Blumenau et al's (6,665,714) method of querying the fabric 
for available target devices would increase the efficiency of Gunlock' s, Blumenau' s and 
Blumenau's (6,839,747) systems by avoiding login attempt to unavailable target devices by the 
host. 

48. As per claim 10, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and Blumenau et al 
(6,665,714) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 9 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the unique hardware address is a port name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

49. As per claim 11, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and Blumenau et al 
(6,665,714) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 9 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the unique hardware address is a node name (col. 8, lines 21-25). 

50. As per claim 12, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and Blumenau et al 
(6,665,714) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 9 above. Blumenau et al 
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(6,665,714) further taught wherein the unique hardware address is a World-Wide Name (col. 6, 
lines 65-67; col. 22, lines 4-1 1). 

51. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and 
Blumenau et al (6,665,714) because Blumenau et al's (6,665,714) teaching of World-Wide Name 
would enhance Gunlock's, Blumenau's and Blumenau's (6,839,747) systems by providing a 
unique identification for identifying each storage device (col. 22, lines 7-11). 

52. As per claim 13, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and Blumenau et al 
(6,665,714) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 9 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the target device is a storage device (col. 6, lines 17-24; col. 7, lines 19-20). 

53. As per claim 15, Gunlock, Blumenau, Blumenau (6,839,747) and Blumenau et al 
(6,665,714) taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 9 above. Gunlock further 
taught wherein the high speed network interconnect is a high speed optical network interconnect 
(col. 6, lines 17-21). 

54. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5, 7-13, 15-20, 22 and 29-33, filed on 
10/16/2008 have been considered but they are not persuasive. 



55. In the remarks, applicant argued that: 
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(1) The combination of Gunlock and Blumenau fails to teach that "the 
unique hardware address table stores the unique hardware address of every 
target device that each respective host is authorized to access". 

(2) The cited prior arts fail to teach "that the host bus adapter for each 
respective host will not attempt to perform a port login with a target 
device unless the unique hardware address of that target device is present 
on the unique hardware address table as a target device that the respective 
host is authorized to access." 

56. In response to point (1), Blumenau (6,839,747) teaches a configuration database 
including a table storing which ones of the HBAs that have access to which ones of the volumes 
(col. 9, lines 17-19). Blumenau (6,839,747) further teach the table (shown in fig. 4) contains 
records 76a-76n, wherein each of the records includes the WWN associated with the HBA, and a 
LUN map identifying which of the logical volumes the HBA may access (i.e., the unique 
hardware address table stores the unique hardware address of every target device that each 
respective host is authorized to access)(col. 9, lines 45-62). 

57. In response to point (2), the combination of Blumenau (6,93 1 ,440) and Blumenau 
(6,839,747)teaches that the host bus adapter for each respective host will not attempt to perform 
a port login with a target device unless the unique hardware address of that target device is 
present on the unique hardware address table as a target device that the respective host is 
authorized to access. Specifically, Blumenau(6,93 1 ,440) teaches wherein a unique hardware 
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address of a target device must be present in a unique hardware address table to perform a port 
login with the target device (col. 16, lines 3-14) (i.e., a device cannot attempt to perform a port 
login unless the device obtain the unique hardware address (e.g., port's ID) of a target device 
from a directory. Therefore, the unique hardware address of the target device must be present in 
the directory.). This means each device will not attempt to perform a port login with a target 
device not presented in the directory because the device must obtain a hardware address from the 
directory in order to perform the port login. Blumenau (6,93 1 ,440) does not teach the unique 
hardware address as a target device that the respective host is authorized to access. Blumenau 
(6,839,747) teaches a centralized unique hardware address table (col. 5, lines 37-43; col. 8, lines 
14-16), wherein the unique hardware address table stores the unique hardware address of every 
target device that each respective host is authorized to access (col. 9, lines 17-19, 45-62). 



CONCLUSION 



THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply 
is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is 
not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
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MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. Any inquiry concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Philip C Lee 
whose telephone number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM TO 
5:30 PM Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 
272-3964. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http :// pair-direct, uspto . gov . Should you have questions 
on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 



/Philip C Lee/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2452 



